the level of PU-IR-PR areas, as they are defined in the recently revised EU urban-rural typology. The empirical investigation is based both on the compilation of existing statistical data and the elaboration of original micro-data of various data sources (see below).
The chapter is organized into six main sections. After the introduction the conceptual framework is outlined, followed by the methodology and data sources. In the fourth section the results are presented, with a focus on the structure of the economy and on some critical dimensions of rural labor markets such as employment, poverty incidence, in-work poverty risk; an analysis follows of farm structures in relation to rural labor markets as well as an examination of the economic performance of agriculture. The results are then discussed within the broader framework of relevant literature and the chapter is completed with the conclusions.
The conceptual framework
Rural areas are inherently diverse, hence affected in different ways, and to differing extents, by the external forces with which they interact (Bryden & Bollman, 2000) . Global or regional economic crises constitute one of the major driving forces of change in both rural and urban areas. The variety of impacts of recent crises on different areas has been documented (see for example Fallon & Lucas, 2002; Trivelli et al., 2009 ).
Given the profound changes rural areas throughout Europe are experiencing some recurrent themes emerge from the relevant literature. These include urbanization or counterurbanization, unemployment rates, convergence of industrial structures and the extent of self-employment. However, due to the complex nature of rural labor markets simple indicators have to be viewed in interaction with the demographic trends, the capabilities of the rural workforce, the indirect impact of infrastructure and basic services as well as the alternative employment opportunities for farm households (Copus et al., 2006) . It has to be noted that there's no consensus on the way the "crisis" is perceived. As Bessant (2007) notes: "…the terms farm crisis, agricultural crisis and rural crisis lack clear and concise meaning. Much of the debate revolves around four main themes: farm financial difficulties, structural changes in agriculture, rural livelihoods and international dimensions. The examination of these interrelated levels of analysis offers a valuable framework for interpreting the multifold contexts, meanings, and responses to crisis". Employment in agriculture is a multidimensional phenomenon, which occurs with a multiplicity of forms. Depending on the particular focus of the research interest, employment in agriculture -both of the head and the other members of the household -is occasionally approached from various angles: disguised unemployment, full-time/part-time employment, pluriactivity, off-farm employment, diversification of activities within and outside the farm, etc. There's also a continuous complementarity or substitutability of family-and non-family work in agriculture.
This multiplicity is the result of the distinct nature of the basic farm production unit which, like other small family businesses, is inextricably linked to the consumer and social unit (household and family, respectively). It is also in direct connection with the adoption of modern technology by farmers, developments in other sectors of the economy, as well as with the respective policies. Moreover, agricultural employment assumes a clear spatial dimension, when examined in different types of areas, such as the rural, urban, etc. Thus, the combination of sectoral and spatial character of agricultural employment is of particular interest.
As a result, the agricultural labor markets are in a constant process of structural change in their characteristics as well as adaptation to changing economic conditions. Additionally, agricultural labor markets retain some distinctive characteristics in relation to the labor markets of the secondary and tertiary sector, as the latter extend to much larger geographic areas, due to the nature and ease of mobility of their respective production activities. In contrast, in the case of agriculture, labor markets are much more locally-tracked. However, the frequent participation of rural households' members in different labor markets through multiple forms of employment points out the direct relationship of agricultural labor markets with the changes in the structures of local and regional economies.
Therefore, the examination of rural labor markets in relation to those critical characteristics of farm structures provides a clear insight into the adjustment process of rural areas, facilitating at the same time the assessment of the recent crisis impacts. Also, this perspective allows for the analysis of concrete dimensions of poverty as, for example, it has been found that among the most important risk factors for working poverty in the EU are the part-time or less than full-year work and a combination of low pay, under-employment and family structures (Allègre, 2008) .
Furthermore, as a result of the recognition of the spatial heterogeneity, various territorial classifications have been developed. The OECD methodology proceeds in two successive phases (OECD, 2007) . Firstly, the rural local administrative units at level 2 (LAU2s) are defined and secondly the various areas are classified as PU, IR and PR, on the basis of the population share living in rural LAU2s. The discrepancy in surface area of both LAU2 and NUTS III regions has been recognized as the main constraint of this methodology. In an effort to overcome this constraint, Eurostat has adopted a new typology at the NUTS III level since 2010. "NUTS" is the acronym of the EU system of territorial classification, from the French "Nomenclature des Unités Territoriales Statistiques".
This new typology creates clusters of adjacent urban grid cells and then classifies as rural all the remaining clusters. Urban grid cells have a threshold of 5000 inhabitants and 300 inhabitants per km². A local administrative unit at level 2 (LAU2) is classified as rural if at least half of its population lives in rural areas. After a re-grouping of 'small' NUTS III regions (less than 500 km²), it categorizes all NUTS III regions as PU, IR and PR according to the share of population in rural grid cells. Is also treats the large urban centers as the OECD methodology does. This revision has resulted in a "predominantly rural" population living in NUTS III regions of EU countries, at a rate of 24%, four percentage points greater than that obtained from the standard OECD methodology (Eurostat, 2010) . Finally, the three categories of areas at the NUTS III level in Greece are depicted in Map 1.
Methodology and data
Within the aforementioned conceptual framework, our study aims to cover the whole period between 1993 and 2011, during which there is available data. Over this time span, some representative years were selected as landmarks, signaling some major events for the Greek and European economy and considered to have affected rural labor markets. In 1993 www.intechopen.com the McSharry reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) took place. This effected a reduction in institutional prices and provision of income subsidies, coupled with the area or number of animals. As well, in 1993 the single European market was created and the country started to prepare for accession to the economic and monetary union (EMU). In 2000, the CAP reform had already been implemented, the "Agenda 2000" program was initiated, the Euro-Mediterranean agreements were applied and the World Trade Organization started running. The same year represents the point just before the entry of Greece into the EMU. Furthermore, 2006 was the first year of application of the most recent reform of the CAP -with income support decoupled from the type and level of production -, the EU had been enlarged with 12 additional countries and the Greek economy was fully integrated within EMU. Finally, 2010 is the most recent year with available data, and the Greek economy is going through a period of recession and deep crisis at all levels. Thus, our analysis refers to the sub-periods 1993-2000, 2000-2006 and 2006-2010 or 2006-2011. The data for our empirical investigation derive from a series of statistical surveys, conducted from both Eurostat and the Hellenic Statistical Authority (HSA), such as: Population Census, National Accounts, Labor Force Surveys (LFS), Household Budget Surveys (HBS), Farm Structure Survey and a report with statistical and economic information of EU regions (EU DG Agr., 2011). Where data from LFS and HBS were used, we estimated various indicators and figures by elaborating the micro datasets of these surveys; this is denoted by the phrase "original micro-data" in the description of the sources in the tables. Stemming either from the elaboration of micro-data or from published datasets, data is then compiled at NUTS II or NUTS III level, depending on its availability.
Results

Importance of rural areas
Greece could be characterized as one of the most "rural" countries in the EU. Greece, along with Ireland, Portugal, Finland and Estonia are the EU countries in which PR areas occupy the vast majority of territory. The consideration of some basic indicators reveals a polarized pattern of spatial organization (Table 1) . The most distinguishing characteristic is the dominance of PR areas in the distribution of territory, population, gross value added (GVA) and employment; in most of these cases, Greek PR area performance is almost double the respective EU average. The opposite applies for IR areas, which lag behind. However, these disparities are smoothed out if one considers the PR and IR areas as a single entity. PU areas account for almost half the total population and employment and more than half the total GVA, even though they extend to only 5.6% of the national territory. PR areas do not seem to have benefited from the demographic changes of the last 50 years ( Fig. 1) . Between 1961 and 2009 PU areas increased their share of the total population of the country from one third to almost half, whereas IR areas retained a constant share of 10.5% In contrast, the population of PR areas decreased from 58% to 43% of the total population over this time span. These trends are the result of the processes of rural exodus and urbanization, particularly prominent in the 1960's and 1970's; they also relate to demographic changes, such as birth rates and immigration. Interestingly, the share of PU areas in the total population from 2001 through 2009 increased by almost three percentage points at the expense of PR areas, after twenty years of relative stability.
PR
Likewise, from 1993 to 2010, PU areas exhibited the highest employment growth, whereas the absolute number of unemployed almost doubled in PR areas and grew by 85.1% in IR areas (Table 2) . Unemployment rates, on the other hand, seem to converge, even though IR areas were above and PR areas slightly below the national average in 2010. During the recent crisis unemployment rate increased by three percentage points in the whole country, with the highest rise in PU areas (3.5 points) and the lowest in PR areas (2.5 points). Concurrently, all areas except for PR have lost jobs and the number of unemployed people increased everywhere, most notably in PU areas. Branch (1996 Branch ( -2008 www.intechopen.com the wholesale and retail trades, hotels, restaurants and transportation, and secondly, public administration, community services and household activities. These two sectors accounted for 60% of the total GVA in 2010. The other service branch -financial intermediation and real estate -has followed a slightly downward course. Despite their decreasing trend, industrial activities, apart from construction, have recovered since 2007. The share of agriculture and construction has shrunk everywhere. It has to be noted that PR areas have surpassed the national average and all other areas in agriculture, construction and other industries; the latter comprise mainly the agrifood sector. Also, PU areas have specialized in all types of services, while IR areas are similar to that of the national economic structure.
Various areas are also diverse in terms of economic growth. After a rather uniform course in the mid-90's, real gross domestic product (GDP) diverges among the three types of areas ( 
Employment
Important modifications are observed in the structure of employment over the 1993-2010 period. The highest net change in absolute numbers of total employment (22.6%) from 1993 to 2010 is registered in PU areas, compared to 17.2% in PR areas and 16.4% in IR areas (Table  4) . During the same period, the tertiary sector increased steadily, mostly in PR and IR areas, whereas the secondary sector showed a positive change only in PR areas (by 19.3%). PR areas are the only ones that have had a positive balance in employment during the recent crisis. Particularly, in contrast to the tertiary sector, job losses have occurred in the secondary sector in all types of areas. A noteworthy increase of employment in the primary sector has been registered in IR and to a lesser degree in PU areas. [1993] [1994] [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] [1999] [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] The above changes in the absolute level of employment are also reflected in the structure of employment in the various types of areas. As far as the percentage contribution of each sector is concerned, the main trends are the relatively strong presence of the primary sector, despite its continuous downward course, the enhancement of the already dominant position of the tertiary sector, along with the decline of the secondary sector (Table 5 ). The structure of employment in PR areas is a combination of the highest share of tertiary and primary sectors along with a non-hysteresis of the secondary sector. 
Poverty incidence and in-work poverty risk
The examination of rural labor markets would be incomplete without an assessment of the significance of poverty incidence in various areas. To that end, we estimate poverty rates by defining five different poverty lines. The first line corresponds to 5% of the poorest h o u s e h o l d s w h i l e t h e o t h e r f o u r l i n e s v a r y f r o m 4 0 % t o 7 0 % o f t h e m e d i a n o f t h e distribution of equivalent expenditure or equivalent disposable income. It has to be mentioned that for comparisons of poverty among its Member States, the EU most frequently uses the line which corresponds to 60% of these medians, usually called the "central" poverty line. In Table 7 the percentages of households below every poverty line are depicted.
Poverty line (% of mean equivalent expenditure) The same figures are calculated with imputed expenditure and imputed income (Table 8) . It is well known that the inclusion of imputed expenses and imputes income in those calculations might alter the results of poverty incidence. This is so because, for example, in Greece 4/5 of all families and a far greater proportion of poor families reside in their own homes. Consequently, imputed rent represents a significant element of both their expenses and incomes. In rural areas, the percentage of owner-occupiers approximates to almost 100%.
Thus, based on the central line of poverty (60% of median income or expenditure) without the imputed expenses and income, 18.7% (or 21.3% based on cost) of the population was below the poverty line in 2008. If imputed income (or imputed costs) of households are included in disposable income (or in financial expenditure) then the proportion of the poor is limited to 16.1% or 17.3%, respectively. The corresponding figures for rural areas are larger than the country as a whole, almost double the poverty rates in PU areas and significantly greater for the population residing in IR areas of the country. Finally, the inclusion of imputed income (or expenditure) reduces the poverty rates significantly and disproportionally. In PR areas the highest reduction is observed -from 27.5% to 19.3% for the central line of mean equivalent expenditure -because of the greater importance of imputed expenses and the higher rate of poor households in those areas compared to PU and IRs.
Furthermore, the index of in-work poverty risk is assessed only for households that had wage-labor or unemployed members. Therefore, this index refers mainly to the risk of poverty in relation to employment/unemployment in secondary and tertiary sectors, as the vast majority of agricultural employment is on a self-employment basis. The index is calculated for every household and ranged from zero, when all the active members of the household work as employees and paid over € 1,000 a month, to one, when all members of the household were unemployed and received no unemployment allowance.
As seen in Table 9 , from the 1 st quarter of 2009 until the 1 st quarter of 2011, the risk of inwork poverty was higher in IR areas. It also deteriorated in all types of areas in that period, when the current crisis was well under way. The most rapid worsening has taken place in PU areas, increasing by 43.2% in the last two years. Table 9 . Risk of in-work poverty in Greece, 2009-2011
Farm structures and rural labor markets
Notwithstanding the presence of agriculture all over the country, farm structures are quite diverse and differentially evolving. Although IR and PR areas have similar average farm sizes -in both physical and economic terms -in 1990, after 17 years the distance between them has widened in favor of IR areas (Annex Table 1 ). The same observation holds for the share of the most "entrepreneurial" farms (those having an economic size greater than 40 ESU). In addition, IR areas exhibited the highest rate of change in the total number of farms during the 2005-2007 period. In PU areas on the other hand, there seems to be a strong and increasing presence of very small farms, which increased their share from 55.5% in 2005 to 59.6% in 2007.
Ageing of farming population is a widespread phenomenon. As we see from To get a clearer picture of the demographic prospects of Greek farms, we constructed the "holders' renewal" index, defined as the percentage of holders with an age of less than 35 years old to holders older than 65 years old (Table 11) . It is again the IR areas which ranked first, even though the index steadily worsened in all areas.
www.intechopen.com In parallel, selfemployed farmers with hired labor doubled their share. In PR areas, the aforementioned trends of the self-employed without hired labor along with assistants in the farm family business developed at a more rapid pace, in contrast to self-employed with hired labor and hired workers, who were less pronounced than in the whole country. IR areas displayed the highest share of both self-employed farmers with hired labor and assistants in the farm family business. PU areas diverged significantly, with hired workers having a quadruple share than the national average, although that was reduced by 20 percentage points from 2006 to 2010. Also, the lowest share of the assistants in the farm family business was observed in PU areas.
Only 8.0 percent of the total family labor force is employed full-time on agriculture ( Table  13 ) which means that the vast majority of farm family members engage in agriculture on a part-time basis. The lowest and more rapidly shrinking rate of full-time employment is seen in PU areas. It has to be noted that the percentage of pluriactive farm holders decreased over time since in 1990/91. It was 24% in "most rural" regions and 31% in "intermediate" regions, in contrast to 26% in the country as a whole (Post & Terluin, 1997) .
From the combination of data concerning part-time employment in agriculture and pluriactivity, an estimation of hidden unemployment could be derived (Terluin et. al., 1994) . Thus, almost two thirds of part-time farm holders do not have any other profitable activity.
Even though this figure is high, there exists a difference of 5.5 percentage points between IR and PU areas ( A final dimension of rural labor markets concerns immigrants working in agriculture. According to official data, they represent 8.2% of all employees in agriculture in 2010 (Table  16 ). Although these figures seem to be underestimated, three interesting findings emerge. Firstly, immigrants' share in total agricultural employment increased 16 times between 1993 and 2010. Secondly, the ratio of immigrants without Greek nationality to those with it is 3:1 on a national scale. Thirdly, the highest share of immigrants was observed in PU areas (20.4% in 2010), more than triple the IR areas. Despite the fact that the contribution of immigrants to farm employment progressively increased, presumably the figures in Table  16 , to some degree, are due to the improvement of the quality of statistical data and a higher rate of registration of immigrants to the official statistical surveys. In addition, a significant 
Economic performance of agriculture
Apart from structural characteristics and labor market issues, various areas are diverse in terms of economic performance. Farm income in Greece exhibits a steady decline since the mid 1990's. Although at a varying pace, this decline concerns all farm income indicators (Karanikolas, 2011) . In Figures 3 and 4 of agriculture, which is the net income of family farms after the remuneration of all nonfamily production factors.
Thus, net farm family income, either as an absolute figure or on a per farm basis declines in all areas from 1995 through 2000. However, after 2000 the indexes in PU areas exhibit a remarkable rise, in contrast to IR and PR areas, where the declining course continues.
Discussion
The preceding analysis has revealed some long-term trends in the evolution of labor markets. To sum up, both diverging and converging trends among areas are present. PU areas have benefited most from population and employment growth. Demographic analysis showed that, in contrast to many European countries and regions, the process of counterurbanization does not seem to be confirmed in the Greek case, at least not from the population point of view. In terms of employment and GVA a declining role of agriculture is observed along with less declining shares of industry and expanding services, indicating a continuous diversification of the economy. At the same time, unemployment rates progressively converge, with IR and PR areas reaching PU areas. Changes in the sectoral structure of employment pose the question whether decline in agricultural employment is counterbalanced by growing employment in other sectors (Bryden & Bollman, 2000) . As far as the sectoral specialization is concerned, PR areas specialize in agriculture and construction while they exhibit a certain dynamism in the agrifood sector -with regard to GVA and job growth.
On the other hand, diverging trends are observed, in relation to rates of employment. In particular, from 2003 to 2007 employment rate increased in IR and PU areas by 3.5 and 2.4 percentage points, respectively, whereas in PR areas it fell by 1.8 percentage points. This fact raises questions about the long-term prospects of rural areas, given the ambitious policy targets put forward by the EU, such as the 'Lisbon' objective on labor market participation without undermining cohesion. Furthermore, self-employment is a wide-spread phenomenon, especially in IR and PR areas; in the latter it also increases most rapidly over the 2005-2009 period.
With regard to the current crisis, according to the foregoing analysis, it emerges that, despite the changing profile of all areas, PR areas continue to lose population, while IR hold, and PU areas increase their population share. Unemployment rate has increased by three percentage points in the whole country, with the highest rise in PU areas (3.5 points) and the lowest in PR areas (2.5 points). Concurrently, the number of unemployed people has increased everywhere, most notably in PU areas, but PR areas enjoy a slight job growth in contrast to IR and PU areas which suffer a loss in job positions. The critical question is: Could this job growth be sustained? It seems that the answer is "no", since more recent evidence displays job loss in all economic sectors. Specifically, from the first quarter of 2010 through the first quarter of 2011 total employment fell by 7.7% in agriculture, by 13.8% in industry and by 2.2% in services (Zografakis & Mitrakos, 2011) . Noteworthy changes occurred at the sectoral level, too. In contrast to the tertiary sector, job loss has occurred in the secondary sector in all types of areas. A remarkable increase of employment in the primary sector -contrary to the general trend -has been registered in IR and, to a lesser degree, in PU areas. Our data showed a slower rate of economic growth in PR areas after mid-1990's and a stagnation in 2007-08. Nonetheless, the most recent data (1 st Q.2010 -1 st Q.2011) suggest that the whole country is already experiencing a sharp contraction of economic activity, though there's no indication regarding the relative performance of various types of areas.
Over time pluriactivity is decreasing and is more equally distributed among areas. The slight precedence of PU and IR areas in terms of pruriactivity must be attributed to the ability of local and regional labour markets to offer employment opportunities beyond agriculture. The relationship of pluriactivity with farm-exit rates is one of its main dimensions. As we have seen, the speed of change in farm structures seems to be much higher in IR areas; this is also the case where the rate of farm exit in the 1990's is concerned, as well as the rate of the creation of new farms after 2005. It seems that this is in contrast to other research findings, e.g. from Western Germany, indicating that farmers quit agricultural occupation at faster rates in regions with small farms and a high share of parttime farming (Glauben et al., 2006) . A similar contention is supported for the relationship between large farms and the probability of farm exit, which has been found to be negative (Mishra et al., 2010) ; but our data indicates that farm exit rates are higher in the areas with the largest and growing average farm size, that is in IR areas.
Moreover, the decision of a farm operator for off-farm employment varies depending on farm size. Alasia et al. (2009) suggest that although human capital and farm characteristics are important determinants for both smaller and larger holdings, for smaller agricultural holdings the decision to work off-farm is heavily influenced by family, community and regional characteristics; also, urban regions are not the main labor markets for the operators who are involved in off-farm labor hence their main linkages are with the rural labor market itself. This stresses the need for a more detailed research on the intersection between rural labor markets and farm structural, farm holder and area characteristics. Although not based on micro-data, our analysis of off-farm employment implies that the three types of areas, despite their differences in labor markets and farm structures, have no substantial differences in pluriactivity.
As we have seen, poverty rates for PR areas are larger than those of the country as a whole, almost double the poverty rates in PU areas and significantly greater for the population residing in IR areas of the country. The inclusion of imputed income (or expenditure) reduces the poverty rates significantly and disproportionately. The highest reduction is observed in PR areas-from 27.5% to 19.3% for the central poverty line -because of the greater importance of imputed expenses and the higher rate of poor households, compared to PU and IR areas. Ownership-occupancy is thus a prime mechanism for the mitigation of the consequences of the crisis: A poor family that lives in its own property is clearly in a better position than other families which rent a house, since low income does not entail the risk of eviction and loss of housing which is the greatest fear of the poor who have no such guarantee. Therefore, poverty rate indicators reveal the fragile socio-economic status of rural households.
Our results are in line with earlier research findings, showing that farm households are one of the most vulnerable and low-income groups in society (Hill, 2000) . Moreover, in Greece, employment in the agricultural sector, along with old age, residence in rural areas, low educational qualifications and, to a lesser extent, lack of employment have been identified as closely associated with acute poverty; this conclusion is drawn irrespective of the welfare indicator, the level of the poverty line, or the size of the equivalence scales used in the analysis (Tsakloglou and Panopoulou, 1998) .
Poverty risk for the working population is another serious and progressively worsening threat throughout all areas. A comparative analysis of this issue among EU countries showed that Greece ranks first in all workers and second (after Portugal) in part-time employees (Allègre, 2008) . Apparently, this concerns the majority of the farm population, as farm employment in all areas is carried out on a part-time basis.
What ensues, then, is that farm households as well as rural households are among the lowincome groups in society. It has been documented that after a decade of relative stability of inequalities (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) , a decrease in the income and well-being discrepancy between farm and non-farm households took place over the period 1999 -2005 (Karanikolas et al., 2008 . Nevertheless, social and economic situation during the current crisis raises deep concern. Unemployment is rising dramatically, the nominal and real incomes are shrinking, the welfare state is suffering because of the financial adjustments and social indicators of inequality and poverty seem to worsen (Leventi and Matsaganis, 2011 ). An empirical question for future research concerns the spatial variation of poverty, as prior experience shows that during a crisis the incidence of poverty increases more in rural than in urban areas (Fallon & Lucas, 2002) .
Another set of data clarified the type of the structural adjustment of agriculture during the period under study; this is done by examining the evolution of farm structures, the agricultural labor markets and the real farm income (Table 17) . As was displayed in detail in the previous section, PR areas show stagnation in farm structures and stagnation/decline in the agricultural labor markets. The latter is evident from the highest rate of increase of the 'self-employed without hired labor' along with the highest rate of decrease of 'assistants in the farm family business' and the lowest level of 'hired labor'. The above indicate a shift towards a "lone-farmer" model. In addition, although their agri-food sector exhibits certain dynamism, real per farm income has suffered a spectacular drop by 61% over the 1995-2008 period.
On the contrary, farm structures in IR areas are more dynamic, as is evident from the evolution of both physical and economic sizes of farms, the higher rate of replacement of holders and the relatively low share of elderly farmers. As far as the agricultural labor markets are concerned, IR areas exhibit a combination of dynamism (the highest share and rate of change of the 'self-employed with hired labor') and retention of family characteristics (the lowest reduction of 'assistants in the farm family business'). Nevertheless, the farming sector in these areas has sustained a heavy loss in real per farm income especially from 2000 to 2008.
PU areas diverge significantly, with hired workers having a quadruple share than the national average, along with the lowest share of the assistants in the farm family business and the highest share of immigrants employed in agriculture. PU are the only areas with a substantial rise of real per farm income over the 2000-2008 period, after a decrease from 1995 to 2000. On the other hand, of particular importance is the strong and increasing presence of very small farms, which have augmented their share from 55.5% in 2005 to 59.6% in 2007. It is very unlikely that this increase concerns "hobby farmers" or "lifestyle farmers" or "semisubsistence farmers" (though the above do exist), as those data come from interviewees with the professional status of "farmer". Consequently, most likely it refers to tiny farms in terms of utilized area, but not in their economic size; the most prominent examples are intensive greenhouse farms cultivating fresh fruits and vegetables, and intensive dairy farms, both relying on extended use of immigrant labor force. It seems that this might be an alternative to the economic crisis, given the economic performance of farms in PU areas.
Thus, the aforementioned differences help to "recognize the multidimensional or multilevel nature of farm-related crises, the complex nature of precipitating factors, and the varied implications for farm livelihoods, rural communities, and the agricultural sector" (Bessant, 2007) .
Greek rural areas, as their European counterparts, "face particular challenges as regards growth, jobs and sustainability in the coming years… In intermediate areas, the challenge will be to avoid the risk of exclusion associated with lack of skills and low incomes. In remoter areas with higher levels of agricultural employment, the management of the restructuring process will play a significant role in the broader rural economy" (CEC, 2006) . Hopefully, the preceding analysis has contributed to the clarification of some critical dimensions of spatial differentiation. Moreover, at this level of analysis, perhaps some intraarea characteristics and differences are insufficiently depicted. This underlines the urgent need for a more disaggregated analysis. Additionally, there's scope for improvement in the adopted methodology, taking into account, for example, that the use of data with a different territorial reference (NUTS II and NUTS III) could weaken the consistency of the results.
Conclusion
The aim of this chapter has been to trace the consequences of the current economic crisis in rural areas of Greece. The central question of the study has been: How the current crisis has affected rural areas and how rural areas have responded to this crisis? The analysis at the level of predominantly urban (PU), intermediate (IR) and predominantly rural (PR) areasas recently redefined by Eurostat -has revealed some critical dimensions of spatial differentiation.
All types of areas in Greece are experiencing rapid changes in their labor market characteristics, poverty rates and structural adjustment of agriculture. Both diverging and converging trends among areas are present. In the context of a continuous diversification of the economy, PU areas have benefited most from population and employment growth, while unemployment rates progressively converge, with IR and PR areas reaching PU areas. In all areas but PR, rates of employment have increased, self-employment has spread especially in PR and IR areas, and in the course of time the all-pervading pluriactivity has decreased.
Households in PR areas along with farm households, irrespective of their place of residence, proved to be some of the most vulnerable parts of the population to the risk of poverty. Ownership-occupancy is a key mechanism for the mitigation of the consequences of the crisis, most importantly in PR areas. In-work poverty risk is another serious threat for the working population in all areas, particularly disturbing to those with a part-time employment such as the majority of farmers. Notwithstanding the presence of agriculture all over the country, farm structures are quite diverse and differentially evolving, most rapidly in IR areas. Generally speaking, the structural adjustment of agriculture is characterized by dynamism in PU areas, by stagnation/decline in PR areas and by dynamism/steadiness in IR areas. Moreover, within the adverse environment of the current crisis diverging trends are enhanced, unemployment is rising dramatically, the nominal and real incomes are shrinking, and social indicators of inequality and poverty seem to worsen after a period of relative convergence.
The above findings assume a prime importance considering the challenges that rural areas face. The analysis has elucidated the distinct patterns of adjustment pertaining to various types of areas. The fact that intra-area characteristics and differences might be insufficiently depicted underlines the urgent need for a more detailed analysis and for area-specific policy responses. In addition, as the economic crisis is in full swing, a critical question emerges about its long-term implications, even after the recovery of the economy.
Finally, our analysis indicates that the participation of Greek economy in successive stages of the European integration and its consequent exposure to a more competitive environment are coupled with asymmetric effects on various types of areas. It also turns out that the concurrent implementation of EU rural development policy, despite its apparent cohesion effects, has not been enough to restrain the diverging spatial trends.
